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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 9-16, and 29 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1,14, 15 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being anticipated 
by Mansouri et al (US 5,715,282) in view of Ramesh et al (US 5,363,407). 

Regarding claim 1, Mansouri et al discloses a method for mitigating adjacent 
channel interference (ACI) in a wireless communication system, comprising: 

determining a presence or absence of ACI via 224 in each of one or more 
frequency ranges in a pre-processed signal comprised of a desired signal component 
(col 3Jines 24-38); 

selecting a particular filter response at 226 from among a plurality of possible 
filter responses based on the determined presence or absence of ACI in each of the 
one or more frequency ranges (col 2, lines 57-62); and 



Application/Control Number: 10/007,298 



Page 3 



Art Unit: 2685 

filtering the pre-processed signal with the selected filter response (col 2, lines 57- 
62). Mansouri didn't further disclose: 

wherein the presence or absence of ACI in the pre-processed signal is determined via 
signaling from a transmitter. Ramesh et al discloses wherein the presence or absence 
of ACI in the pre-processed signal is determined via signaling from a transmitter (col 1, 
lines 38-42). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to have the adjacent channel interference be transmitted from a 
transmitter in order to allow the receiver to detect the interference information in the 
receiving antenna when the transmitter causes the interference while broadcasting at an 
adjacent channel. 

Regarding claim 14, Mansouri further discloses the method of claim 1 , wherein 
the plurality of possible filter responses include a fourth filter response selected for use 
if ACI is determined to be absent from the pre-processed signal (col 2, lines 57-62). 

Regarding claim 15, Mansouri et al and Ramesh et al discloses the method of 
claim 1 , wherein Mansouri et al further discloses each of the plurality of possible filter 
responses is derived to respond to the interference (col 2, lines 57-62) based on a 
respective hypothesis for the ACI in the pre-processed signal sent via 218 detection of 
ACI determined in the detection and filter decision algorithm 224 (col 4, lines 5-37). 
Mansouri and Ramesh et al didn't specifically disclose each of the plurality of possible 
filter responses is derived to maximize signal to noise and interference ratio (SINR). 
However, it is well known to have a filter response to maximize SINR. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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maximize SINR to remove the maximum noise and interference to improve the system's 
efficiency. 

Regarding claim 29, Mansouri et al discloses a receiver apparatus 100 (fig. 1) in 
a wireless communication system, comprising: 

means for pre-processing a received signal comprised of a desired signal component 
(col 2, lines 28-53); 

means 224 for determining a presence or absence of adjacent channel 
interference (ACI) in the pre-processed signal in each of one or more frequency ranges 
(col 3, lines 24-38); and 

means 226 for filtering the pre-processed signal with a particular filter response 
selected from among a plurality of possible filter responses based on the determined 
presence or absence of ACI in each of the one or more frequency ranges (col 2, lines 
57-62). 

Mansouri didn't further disclose: 

wherein the presence or absence of ACI in the pre-processed signal is determined via 
signaling from a transmitter. Ramesh et al discloses wherein the presence or absence 
of ACI in the pre-processed signal is determined via signaling from a transmitter (col 1, 
lines 38-42). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to have the adjacent channel interference be transmitted from a 
transmitter in order to allow the receiver to detect the interference information in the 
receiving antenna when the transmitter causes the interference while broadcasting at an 
adjacent channel. 
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2. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mansouri et al (US 5,715,282) in view of Ramesh et al (US 5,363,407) and further in 
view of Lazar (US 5,818,389). 

Regarding claim 16, Mansouri et al and Ramesh et al further discloses the 
method of claim 15, wherein they specifically disclose each hypothesis is indicative of a 
hypothesized location and spectral profile for the ACI in the pre-processed signal. 
Lazar further disclose each hypothesis is indicative of a hypothesized location and 
spectral profile for the ACI in the pre-processed signal (col 3, lines 51-65; col 5, lines 
30-36). However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the filter detection and decision algorithm of 
Mansouri et al to have a hypothesis that is indicative of a hypothesized location and 
spectral profile for the ACI in the pre-processed signal in order to detect if interference 
exists or not by determining the geographic source of interference. 

3. Claims 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mansouri et al (US 5,715,282) in view of Ramesh et al (US 5,363,407) and further in 
view of Meyer et al (WO 00/72454). 

Regarding claim 9, Mansouri et al and Ramesh et al further discloses the method 
of claim 1, wherein they didn't specifically discloses the plurality of possible filter 
responses are provided by a plurality of sets of filter coefficients by providing respective 
a set of filter coefficients for each respective response. Meyer et al further discloses 
the plurality of possible filter responses are provided by a plurality of sets of filter 
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coefficients by providing respective a set of filter coefficients for each respective 
response (page 8, line 7 - page 9, line 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have a set of filter 
coefficients in order to have each filter response have its distinction from another 
response. 

Regarding claim 10, Mansouri et al and Ramesh et al further discloses the 
method of claim 9, wherein they didn't further disclose the plurality of sets of filter 
coefficients are for a finite impulse response (FIR) filter. Meyer et al discloses wherein 
the plurality of sets of filter coefficients are for a finite impulse response (FIR) filter (page 
8, line 7 - page 9, line 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have a FIR filter in order to filter a predefined 
range of interference only on the side of the spectrum with the larger interference 
energy. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Mansouri et al and Ramesh et al disclose the method of 
claim 1 , wherein they didn't further disclose the plurality of possible filter responses 
include a first filter response selected for use if ACI is determined to be present at an 
upper band-edge of the desired signal component. Meyer et al further discloses the 
plurality of possible filter responses (col 4, lines 6-17) include a first filter response 
selected for use if ACI is determined to be present at an upper band-edge of the desired 
signal component (page 8, lines 5-12). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to select one of the filter response 
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such as FIR in order to filter a predefined range of interference only on the side of the 
spectrum with the higher interference. 

Regarding claim 12, Mansouri et al and Ramesh et al disclose the method of 
claim 1, wherein they didn't further disclose the plurality of possible filter responses 
include a second filter response selected for use if ACI is determined to be present at a 
lower band-edge of the desired signal component. Meyer et al further discloses the 
plurality of possible filter responses (col 4, lines 6-17) include a first filter response 
selected for use if ACI is determined to be present at a lower band-edge of the desired 
signal component (page 8, lines 5-12). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to select one of the filter response 
such as FIR in order to filter a predefined range of interference only on the side of the 
spectrum with the higher interference. 

Regarding claim 13, Mansouri et al and Ramesh et al disclose the method of 
claim 1 , wherein they didn't further disclose the plurality of possible filter responses 
include a third filter response selected for use if ACI is determined to be present at both 
an upper band-edge and a lower band-edge of the desired signal component. Meyer et 
al further discloses the plurality of possible filter responses include a third filter response 
selected for use if ACI is determined to be present at both an upper band-edge and a 
lower band-edge of the desired signal component (page 8, line 14-25). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
select a different response, i.e. MR in order to be able to eliminate interference wherever 
it exists. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lana Le whose telephone number is (703) 308-5836. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Urban can be reached on (703) 305-4385. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Lana Le 



April 28, 2004 




EDWARD F. URBAN 

SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2890 



